Brief comment text:

I am writing to comment on NextNav's proposal to repurpose the majority of the 900 MHz band. There are millions of existing devices that would be disrupted and many products and supply chains for products that could become unusable if NextNav's request is granted. The economic damage to the industries that produce and maintain ISM and Part 15 equipment likely exceeds the benefits possible under NextNav's scheme, especially considering that they admit they do not need all the bandwidth and propose using the remaining bandwidth for a novel, non-standard 5G band with subpar performance compared to the standard sub-GHz 5G bands.

With regard to the question about NextNav's outreach to Part 15 users to "understand their spectrum requirements", I am unaware of any such efforts. I learned about this proposal by stumbling upon a report on the Commission's public notice.

If the goal is to provide a backup for the Global Positioning System, NextNav has demonstrated that they already have this ability without reorganizing the band -- they claim to have successfully deployed their z-axis service in "4,400 cities and towns" and "over 90% of commercial properties in the United States that exceed three stories" already. The majority of this proposal is unnecessary for deploying a PNT by their own admission.

An additional strike against their plan is the fact that the 5G-NR standard already includes a 900 MHz band with different specifications. NextNav's proposal is to add a non-standard band with 1/7th the uplink and less than 1/3 the downlink of the standard 900 MHz 5G-NR band. Current sub-GHz 5G-NR bands that would not interfere with the current 900 MHz FCC band have theoretical cumulative uplink of 169 MHz and downlink of 198 MHz by my calculations. This proposal is unnecessary and does not conform to or improve upon existing 5G standards.

If the goal is to improve the robustness of our PNT and communications infrastructure, a less centralized model than what is proposed would be appropriate, and the viability of such a model will require low interference for unlicensed Part 15 devices. There are several ongoing open source efforts (i.e. voluntary efforts organized explicitly for the public good) to provide the technological basis for such infrastructure, and the cost of an individual relay device is currently around $20-100. In the event of a natural disaster that would significantly impair telecommunications infrastructure under a centralized model as proposed by NextNav, such inexpensive mesh networking devices can be deployed quickly and at scale. Integrating the 900 MHz band into the current 5G regulatory regime does not guarantee adoption by consumer electronic manufacturers, but the organic growth of open source 900 MHz mesh networking projects is already laying the foundation for future adoption. It is within NextNav's capabilities to contribute to an open source project to provide a mesh network-enabled PNT system utilizing existing hardware that has already been deployed across the nation.

One wonders why NextNav proposes to disrupt those existing networks instead of improving them. The subpar, non-standard 5G band they proposed seems designed to target the frequencies used specifically by Part 15 mesh networks, so one wonders about NextNav's motivations. Can they supply any evidence that cellphone network providers want this subpar, non-standard 5G band, or that disrupting existing mesh networks will provide a more robust telecommunications infrastructure?

Given ongoing technological development efforts and increasing band utilization by ISM and Part 15 devices for the purposes stated in the proposal, it is inappropriately early to reorganize the band. I urge the Commission to reject the proposal to dramatically reorganize the band. Instead, the Commission should ensure that any reorganization for the purpose of enabling NextNav's national PNT system be minimal in scope to avoid disrupting emergent Part 15 mesh network technologies.

(I previously submitted my comment through the ordinary filing method, which appears to have been in error. I am submitting this through the Express Comment method now to ensure it is published correctly.)
